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Objectives
PCC has hundreds of pages that need to be grouped in a way that makes sense to their website
users. With this many pages, we might each have our own opinion on how the site should be
organized, but who better to group the site than the users themselves?
Using the online card sorting application, OptimalSort, and our classmates as participants, we
conducted a card sort with the intention of using the resulting data to make a recommendation for a
user-centered organization of PCC’s site.
Card Sorting has helped us identify:
● the ideal overall organization of the content
● terminology and labels employed by users
● missing and unnecessary categories
The card sorting exercise has also deepened our team’s overall understanding of usability research
methods.

Procedure and Materials
Topics to Sort
The source of our card sort was found in the current web pages of the PCC website. In order to
improve the information architecture, we needed to sort the current structure of the site. We sourced
the entire PCC website using a utility called Screaming Frog SEO Spider. This utility identified each
webpage found within the PCC website along with metadata, such as title or description, for each
page. All the information is shown on a spreadsheet within Screaming Frog.

There were a total of 345 HTML pages
found by the utility. For our purposes,
we only needed to concentrate on the
core architecture of the site. A good
measure of this core architecture was
found

while

navigating

the

main

categories of the site. We extracted the
most pertinent pages and listed them on
a second spreadsheet.

Preparing Our Study
Ideally, a card sort study would enlist primary and secondary users as
participants, but due to time constraints we used our classmates.
Using the application OptimalSort, we planned the whiteboard on which
our classmates would group the PCC website topics.
To avoid bias, we entered the PCC site topics into the OptimalSort
database in random order.

For our participants, we included some
instructions that would appear before
each card sort was performed

Using the interface, the participants were asked to complete the task by following the instructions we
had left for them.

As our participants sorted the list, main categories were born and subcategory pages were filtered
into a hierarchical structure. With each submission of the study, we hoped to find consistencies in
user thinking. In the end, we received 15 completed studies. We found this to be sufficient data to
complete our analysis.

Analysis and Findings
The results were broken into several data configurations but the two that were most useful to us
were the Dendrograms and the Similarity Matrix. Dendrograms are used to illustrate data clusters.
The Similarity Matrix shows the percentage of participants who agree with each card pairing.
When the results came in, there were two Dendrograms but on closer inspection we discovered that
the Actual Agreement Method Dendrogram (AAM) would not be ideal for us to use as it works best
with more than 30 participants—we only had 15 participants. (The AAM depicts only absolutely
factual relationships) The Best Merger Method (BMM) would be a better Dendrogram to analyze in a

study with fewer participants. (The BMM makes assumptions about larger clusters based on
individual pair relationships)
Participants had, more or less, identified roughly 6 main categories:
1. Shop, Shopping, Business
2. Products, Food, Bulk
3. About, About PCC, About Us
4. Join us, Become a Member
5. Community, Calendar & Events
6. Specials, About, Media, promotions
It then came down to parsing the data from the BMM with the Similarity Matrix to pare down to the
most logical groupings and categories.
During the Heuristic Evaluation of PCC’s site, we were confused many times when the breadcrumb
navigation did not match the actual hierarchy of the website. With our recommendations based on
this Card Sort, that confusion would be resolved.
In analyzing the data we first sorted the low hanging fruit—the items that our participants had no
difficulty in sorting and had the most agreement. We then tackled the items that did not have a
strong correlation with any of the groups, or had equally strong correlation with several different
items. They were unwieldy, so we took them, one at a time, and made executive decisions. And we
even took one category recommendation from the AAM Dendrogram (described below).

Recommendations
While many of the pages were relatively easy for our participants to sort into categories a few
proved to be more challenging. For example there were several informational pages (ie: Ask the
Nutritionist, Nutrition Facts, Product Standards, Quality Standards, Non-GMO Shopping, Product
Recall) that were variously grouped together with differing degrees of participant agreement. Some
had higher correlations to each other than others did, but it didn’t seem that they should be grouped
all together.

By analyzing the different categorizations in the dendrogram and cross referencing that with the
data in the similarity matrix we were able to find relatively intuitive categories for the outliers.
In the end, we borrowed a recommendation from the AAM Dendrogram of a Learning category to
help us wrangle these outliers.

In this manner, we developed the following suggestion for a revised sitemap for PCC:

